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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

On October 13, 2011, Venice Stakeholders Association, Inc., and Mark Ryavec 

(“Petitioners”) filed a petition for review of the decision to close the Venice Main Post 

Office (“VMPO”).  The United States Postal Service (“USPS”) filed a motion to dismiss 

on October 27, 2011.  On November 14, 2011, Petitioners requested an extension of 

time, moved to compel the production of the administrative record, and requested leave 

to respond to the motion to dismiss in their initial brief.  On November 16, 2011, the 

Commission granted those requests in PRC Order No. 967.  Petitioners submit this brief 

pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 3001.115 and PRC Order No. 967. 

In short, Petitioners contend that the USPS’s decision to close the VMPO will 

result in 40,000 residents of the Venice community left with no post office retail services 

for an indefinite period of time, or even permanently.  The USPS claims it plans to 

merely relocate the retail services currently offered at the VMPO to the Venice Carrier 

Annex (“Annex”); however, the USPS has not disclosed any definite plan to convert the 

Annex.  There is no question that such renovations will necessitate substantial time and 

cost, if they are even done at all.  Thus, the USPS’s decision with regard to the VMPO 

must be viewed as a closure not a relocation, and there is no dispute that the USPS 

failed to comply with the closure requirements of 39 C.F.R. § 241.3.   

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Venice is a community in the City and County of Los Angeles, California.  It has 

approximately 40,000 residents, and it is a popular tourist destination.  Ex. B, Affidavit of 

Mark Ryavec (“Ryavec Aff.”) ¶¶ 2, 4.  The only post office in this community is the 

VMPO, located at 1601 Main Street.  Id.  On July 18, 2011, the USPS announced its 
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decision to move retail services from the VMPO to the Annex at 313 Grand Boulevard.  

Ex. A,1 Administrative Record (“AR”) Item 15 at 1. 

The VMPO is located in a congested part of the community near the ocean.  Ex. 

B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 4; Ex. C, Affidavit of Nancy Williamson (“Williamson Aff.”) ¶ 4; Ex. D, 

Affidavit of Pegarty Long (“Long Aff.”) ¶ 3; Ex. E, Affidavit of Jonathan Kaplan (“Kaplan 

Aff.”) ¶  3.  The VMPO contains 23,700 square feet, with a portion set aside for retail 

space and post office boxes.  Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 2.  It is typically a busy post office, 

with regular wait times of 20-25 minutes.  Ex. B, Ryavec Affidavit ¶ 3; Ex. C, Williamson 

Aff. ¶ 4; Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 3; Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. ¶ 3.  There are five customer service 

windows.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 3.  Although two or three windows are usually open, four 

or even all five may be open during the busy season, with wait times of 30 minutes or 

more.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 3; Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 3; Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. ¶ 3.  Additionally, 

approximately 1,415 post office boxes are currently in use in the VMPO.  Ex. A, AR Item 

2 at 4.   

The VMPO has 18 dedicated customer parking spaces (17 standard and one 

handicapped), as well as two short-term street parking spaces directly out front.  Ex. B, 

Ryavec Aff. ¶ 4; Ex. C, Williamson Aff. ¶ 5; Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 4.  The parking lot is 

frequently at capacity, and street parking is often unavailable because of the number of 

visitors in the summer and on weekends and holidays.  Id. 

The proposed “relocation” space, the Annex, currently serves 62 carrier routes in 

Venice, Playa del Rey, and Marina del Rey, and contains 15,890 square feet of space.  

Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 2, 4.  The Annex contains no retail space or post office boxes.  Ex. 

                                            
 1 For the sake of brevity, Exhibit A includes only selected portions of the Administrative Record cited in 

this brief. 
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A, AR Item 2 at 4.  It is unknown how many Post Office boxes, if any, are planned for 

the Annex.2  Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 5.  The Annex is also near the ocean, and its parking 

lot would be unable to absorb the combination of retail customers’ vehicles, carriers’ 

personal vehicles, and carrier trucks.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 8.   

On September 1, 2011, Diana Alvarado, a regional manager of real estate with 

the USPS, met with Congresswoman Janice Hahn and Petitioner Mark Ryavec to 

discuss the proposed relocation.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 8; Ex. A, AR Item 19 at 2.  At this 

meeting, the USPS stated that the Annex would have only two customer service 

windows.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 8. 

The USPS has projected a build-out cost of $375,000 to equip the Annex with a 

retail space.  Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 4.  However, the USPS has not publicly released any 

plans for this construction, and an architect with decades of experience in the 

community believes the USPS has seriously underestimated the costs considering the 

expenditures that will be required for permitting and compliance with various building 

codes, including seismic, disability and green codes, and parking requirements.  Ex. G, 

Affidavit of Michael King (“King Aff.”) ¶ 3.  This architect estimates that compliance with 

code requirements alone could conservatively cost between $425,000 and $675,000, 

and a complete structural upgrade to meet seismic codes could cost an additional 

$340,000.  Id. at ¶ 4.   

Furthermore, obtaining approvals and implementing these required upgrades will 

take several months, at minimum.  Id.  Yet, in October of 2011, the USPS posted a 

notice that it was seeking a buyer for the VMPO, directing interested parties to speak 

with a commercial real estate firm.  Ex. F.   
                                            
 2 The Postal Service has redacted information regarding the number of Post Office boxes. 
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As an alternative to the Annex, the nearest existing retail post office to the VMPO 

is the high-traffic Ocean Park branch on Neilson Way in the City of Santa Monica, which 

has one counter and a total of six parking spaces with no available street parking.  Ex. 

D, Long Aff. ¶ 7; Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 7.  Santa Monica is a city of 90,000, and, like 

Venice, sees additional heavy traffic due to tourism.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 7. 

The USPS has not provided records to show that the services at the VMPO can 

feasibly be relocated to the Annex prior to closing and sale of the historic building.  Ex. 

A, AR Items 1-25.  In fact, the USPS provided no information whatsoever demonstrating 

its plan, or timeframe, to build out the Annex to serve as a retail facility.  Id.  Additionally, 

there is no record indicating that the USPS initiated a feasibility study.  Id.  Residents of 

the zip code served by the VMPO and Post Office box customers did not receive 

notification or questionnaires regarding the proposed closure by mail.  Ex. B, Ryavec 

Aff. ¶ 7; Ex. C, Williamson Aff. ¶ 6; Ex. D, Long Aff. at 7; Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. ¶ 5.  Finally, 

nothing in the record indicates that the USPS prepared a written proposal including 

analyses of community postal needs, the effect on the community, the effect on 

employees, economic savings and other factors.  Ex A., AR Items 1-25. 

Petitioners filed a request for review of the decision to relocate retail services on 

August 31, 2011.  Ex. A, AR Item 23 at 1.  The USPS summarily concluded that the 

relocation would not have an impact on historic resources or the surrounding 

neighborhood, and refused to set aside the prior decision to “relocate” the VMPO.  Id.  

The final determination letter did not address the feasibility of the relocation or the 

argument that the relocation will effectively result in a closure.  Id. 
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ARGUMENT 

A. The Postal Regulatory Commission Has Jurisdiction to Hear This Appeal 
Because the Proposed Change in Service Constitutes a Closure  

The VMPO has already been placed on the market, yet there is no evidence that 

the USPS has any definite plan to convert the Annex into a suitable retail facility at this 

point in time.  Indeed, completing the required renovations will necessitate substantial 

time and costs, and it is not clear that doing so is even feasible or cost effective.  

Accordingly, a very real possibility exists that the VMPO is sold well before the Annex 

renovations are complete, leaving the Venice community with no post office for an 

indefinite period of time.  Or, worse yet, the USPS could abandon its decision to 

renovate the Annex, leaving the Venice community with no post office and no remedy.  

Furthermore, based on the limited information available, it appears the proposed Annex 

expansion will so dramatically reduce the services available to the Venice community as 

to constitute a closure.  As such, the USPS’s action with regard to the VMPO must be 

viewed as a closure, and there is no dispute that the USPS failed to comply with the 

closure requirements of 39 C.F.R. § 241.3.   

I. Decommissioning the VMPO constitutes a closure because Venice 
will be left indefinitely without retail postal services or facilities   

Under 39 U.S.C. § 404(d)(5), the Commission has authority to hear appeals 

about the “determination of the Postal Service to close or consolidate any post office.”  

Because this action involves the USPS’s determination to close the VMPO, the 

Commission has jurisdiction to hear this appeal.  

The USPS denies that the decision to close the VMPO is a closure, classifying it 

instead as a mere “relocation” that can avoid Commission review and the requirements 
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of 39 C.F.R. § 241.3.3  The USPS argues this is a relocation because all of the retail 

services currently provided at the VMPO will be transferred to the Annex without a 

“reduction in the level of service provided to the Venice community,”4 thereby providing 

an adequate replacement facility in the community.  But this argument is not supported 

by the administrative record provided by the USPS and does not reflect the reality of 

what is likely to happen.  

If the VMPO closes, there is no suitable replacement to “relocate” the retail 

services to.  The USPS’s proposal to transform the Annex into a retail facility appears to 

assume that the “relocated” retail operations can simply be transferred to the Annex 

without substantial change to the site, but this plan does not match up with the current 

conditions of the Annex.  In order to transfer the retail operations to the Annex so that it 

can act as a replacement for the VMPO, the USPS must make substantial renovations 

to the building, which will be very expensive and take a significant amount of time to 

complete.  See Ex. G, King Aff. ¶¶ 3, 4.  The USPS has not made public any estimate 

regarding how long it believes it would take to renovate the Annex or how it intends to 

do it, and the cost estimate it has provided of $375,000 appears to be woefully 

inadequate.  As demonstrated by the attached affidavit of Michael King, an architect 

with 25 years of experience in Los Angeles and Venice, the renovations needed to 

convert the Annex into a suitable retail facility are substantial, especially since “it is the 

policy of the Postal Service to comply with local planning and zoning requirements and 

building codes.”  39 C.F.R. § 241.4(f). 

The following examples highlight how significant the needed renovations will be:   

                                            
 3 Motion of United States Postal Service to Dismiss Proceedings (October 27, 2011) at 7. 
 4 Response of United States Postal Service to Petitioner’s Application For Suspension of Determination 

for the Venice Main Post Office, Venice, California 90291 (October 27, 2011) at 1. 
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• To comply with guidelines under the 2010 California Building Code for parking 
lots, the USPS would have to do parking lot screening and install drought 
landscape, irrigation, and lighting.  This generally takes three months and 
would likely cost $180,000 to $300,000 for the Annex.  Ex. G, King Aff. ¶ 4a.   

• To comply with the Structural Code of the 2010 California Building Code, the 
USPS will need to update the 1972 steel framed building to 2010 seismic 
codes for at least the renovated retail area.  Id., ¶ 4b.  It will require a seismic 
analysis in order to comply with this rule, as well as subsequent foundation 
underpinning and soils and methane testing.  Id.  The USPS would have to 
strengthen the lateral frame and improve moment connection.  Id.  Such 
improvements generally take six months.  Id.  Another three months and 
additional costs should be anticipated as the Annex is in a known Methane 
Hazard Area.  Id.  If a complete structural upgrade is required, these 
improvements alone could cost as much as $340,000 to $390,000.  Id.   

• The Annex will also have to be upgraded to the State Green Code standards 
and City of Los Angeles amendments.  Id., ¶ 4d.  The mandatory measures 
include everything from designated parking for fuel-efficient vehicles to 
insulation and HVAC upgrades.  Id.  These upgrades generally take three 
months just for approval and would likely cost between $51,000 and $85,000 
for the Annex.  Id. 
 

Further examples of regulations are found in architect Michael King’s affidavit, and 

these are only a few examples, not a comprehensive list.  Because the USPS has not 

produced any implementation plan, it is unknown how it intends to comply with the local 

building and planning codes or how long it would take; however, the renovations would 

clearly be a very time-consuming and expensive project.   

The USPS does not appear to be waiting until the Annex renovations are 

complete (or even planned) before it intends to sell and close the VMPO.  The VMPO 

has already been placed on the market and potential buyers notified, with a public 

notice indicating its sale.  See Ex. F.  Indeed, the USPS demonstrated its hurry to sell 

the VMPO by arguing that a suspension of the closure pending this appeal would 
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“frustrate the Postal Service’s efforts to immediately reduce costs.”5  Thus, despite 

failing to produce any plans indicating how long it will take to prepare a suitable 

replacement facility, the USPS intends to sell and close the VMPO as soon as possible, 

thereby subjecting the Venice Community to an indefinite closure of retail postal 

facilities. 

Furthermore, if this really were a relocation as the USPS claims, the USPS would 

have to comply with the requirements of 39 C.F.R. § 241.4, which it was not done.  

Section 241.4(f) states in pertinent part that “it is the policy of the Postal Service to 

comply with local planning and zoning requirements and building codes consistent with 

prudent business practices and unique postal requirements” in carrying out relocations.  

39 C.F.R. § 241.4(f).  It further states that “plans and drawings will be sent to the 

appropriate building department or other officials for review.”  Id.  Failure to comply with 

Section 241.4 transforms what might otherwise be a “relocation” into a “closure” 

because it risks subjecting the Venice community to the closure of its post office without 

a ready plan for its replacement.  Thus, at the very least, the Commission should 

remand this case and require that the USPS go through the city planning and building 

and safety reviews as required by 39 C.F.R. § 241.4 to determine whether the Annex 

site can legally be used as the USPS imagines.  Only after securing approval from the 

City of Los Angeles for expansion of the uses at the Annex should the USPS consider 

the sale of the VMPO.  

By attempting to close the VMPO without any definite or reasonable plans for a 

suitable replacement, the closing must be viewed as a closure and not a relocation.  

                                            
 5 Response of United States Postal Service to Petitioner’s Application For Suspension of Determination 

for the Venice Main Post Office, Venice, California 90291 (October 27, 2011) at 2. 
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This is especially true when coupled with the possibility that once the true cost of 

renovating the Annex is realized and the expected cost savings disappear, the USPS 

may abandon its proposal to renovate the Annex.  The closure of the VMPO will then be 

a fait accompli, too late for the citizens of Venice to benefit from the protection of the 

“closure” requirements because the USPS claimed it was merely “relocating” the post 

office. 

The closure requirements of 39 C.F.R. § 241.3 exist to protect communities from 

arbitrary decisions by the USPS and to make sure their postal service needs are 

provided for.  Because this action is just a closure in disguise, the Commission has 

jurisdiction to hear this review and the USPS cannot shirk its duties simply by using the 

word “relocation” instead of “closure.”  

II. Downgrading services in Venice constitutes a constructive closure 

In addition to actually closing the VMPO for an indeterminate amount of time, the 

USPS’s proposed Annex expansion (to the extent the USPS even has any definite plan) 

will so dramatically reduce the services available to the Venice community as to 

constitute a closure.  The Commission’s longstanding method of distinguishing between 

a closure and a relocation is to consider the proposed closure “in light of the [USPS’s] 

planned network of postal facilities in [the community].”6  In its motion to dismiss, the 

USPS cites a number of Commission orders dismissing appeals for lack of jurisdiction 

because the proposed action was a “relocation” rather than a “closure.”7  These orders 

                                            
 6 Docket No. A82-10, In re Oceana Station, Virginia Beach, VA, Order, June 25, 1982 (Order No. 436), 

at 4.  
 7 See Docket No. A2011-21, In re Ukiah Main Post Office, CA, Order Granting Motion to Dismiss, 

August 15, 2011 (Order No. 804); Docket No. A2010-2, In re Sundance Post Office, Steamboat 
Springs, CO, April 27, 2010 (Order No. 448); Docket No. A2007-1, In re Classified Branch, Ecorse, 
MI, Order Dismissing Appeal on Jurisdictional Grounds, October 9, 2007 (Order No. 37); Oceana, 
Order No. 436.  
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are inapposite, however, because they differ from the facts of this case in one critical 

respect:  Each case was deemed a “relocation” because the USPS committed to 

provide equal or expanded services in the new postal facilities.  See Order No. 804 at 4 

(“After retail services are transferred to the Ukiah Carrier Annex, customers will continue 

to have the same level of access to retail services in the community.”); Order No. 448 at 

6 (“It appears that at the present time the community is not losing any of its postal 

facilities and stands to gain a new post office in the future.”); Order No. 37 at 6 (“[T]he 

Postal Service opened a new, larger facility . . . . [with] the same retail services as the 

Ecorse Branch . . . .”); Order No. 436 at 4-5 (explaining that the USPS was “enhancing 

its network by opening a new Virginia Beach main post office . . . making more room for 

post office boxes and additional retail counter space”).   

In this case, rather than provide equal or improved services to the Venice 

community, the USPS will significantly reduce services now provided at the VMPO.  The 

Postal Service provides retail postal services to the Venice community exclusively from 

the VMPO.  The closest alternative postal facility is a single-counter retail center at 2720 

Neilson Way, Santa Monica, CA 90405.  Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶  7; Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 7.  

The Nielson Way location already operates with long wait times and extremely limited 

parking.  Id.  Venice is a densely populated community of 40,000 people that cannot 

reasonably be serviced by existing postal facilities in nearby, densely populated cities 

like Santa Monica and Marina del Ray.   

The record in this case indicates that the USPS intends to close the 23,700-

square-foot VMPO and combine retail and carrier services in a much smaller 15,890-

square-foot facility at the Annex.  Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 5.  Although the USPS has not 



 

 11 

produced any architectural, zoning, or regulatory compliance plans, it apparently plans 

to make the following changes in services now provided to the Venice community.  

A. Service widows:  The VMPO currently provides five service windows with 

two to three windows typically in service and the fourth and fifth in reserve for peak 

business periods.  Ex. B, Ryavec Affidavit ¶ 3; Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 3; Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. ¶ 

3.  After closing the VMPO, the Postal Service plans to provide retail postal services 

from two service windows at the expanded Annex facility.  Ex. B, Ryavec Affidavit ¶ 8.  

Even with 4-5 service windows currently available at the VMPO, however, customers 

frequently wait in excess of 20 minutes under normal business conditions.  Ex. B, 

Ryavec Affidavit ¶ 3; Ex. C, Williamson Aff. ¶ 4; Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 3; Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. 

¶ 3.   

During peak business periods, customers sometimes wait in excess of 30 

minutes with all five windows in operation.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 3; Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 3; 

Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. ¶ 3.  By reducing the number of available service windows by 60%, 

the quality of service provided by the Postal Service in Venice will decline dramatically.  

Customers who currently wait 20-25 minutes for service with three to five windows in 

service could wait in excess of 50-65 minutes at the expanded Annex.  This translates 

to a 250% increase in wait times proportional to the reduction in available service 

windows.   

B. Post office boxes:  The VMPO provides 2,165 post office boxes to the 

Venice community, of which roughly 1,415 are currently in use.  Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 5.  

The USPS has provided no assurance that it will replicate at least the number of boxes 

currently in use at the VMPO as it redacted the number of planned post office boxes for 
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the expanded Annex from the administrative record.  Ex. A, AR Item 2 at 5.  In fact, it is 

not clear whether space is available for that number of post office boxes at the Annex, 

which is already crowded with sorting facilities and administrative offices for 62 carrier 

routes.  Thus, with no information provided by the USPS, Petitioners must assume this 

change would create an immediate and substantial shortfall of post office boxes.   

C. Public parking:  The VMPO currently provides 17 public parking spaces, 

including one handicapped space.  Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 4; Ex. C, Williamson Aff. ¶ 5; 

Ex. D, Long Aff. ¶ 4.  Once the VMPO facility is sold, the only parking available for 

Postal Service customers will be on the Annex parking lot.  The Annex lot is currently at 

or near full capacity, however, with employee and USPS truck parking alone.  Ex. A, AR 

Item 11 at 1; Ex. H.8  The Annex houses the mail processing systems and delivery 

trucks for 62 delivery routes covering area codes 90291, 90292, and 90293.  Ex. A, AR 

Item 2 at 5.  Some of the parking now available will likely be lost to the planned 

expansion of the Annex facility.  Although the Postal Service has not identified how 

many public parking spaces will be available after the expansion, it appears that the 

availability of public parking must inevitably decline.  Customers must then compete 

with residents and the 16 million annual visitors for extremely scarce public parking on 

streets.    

When considering the proposed closure of the VMPO “in light of the [Postal 

Service’s] planned network of postal facilities in [the community],” (Order No. 436 at 4), 

it becomes clear that the USPS’s move to the expanded Annex will result in a 

substantial loss of services now available to the Venice community.  This decline is 

                                            
 8 This photograph was taken on the weekend when no employees were parked at the Annex, and 

shows the Annex lot nearly filled to capacity with white USPS delivery trucks.  
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much more akin to a “closure,” with its attendant procedural requirements designed to 

guarantee proper notice to and solicitation of comments from the community, than a 

“relocation,” which typically imposes no service downgrades.  This distinction is 

supported by the Commission orders, discussed above, which distinguish a relocation 

from a closure based on the level of services still available to the community after a 

proposed facility closure.  Given the substantial service downgrades in Venice, the 

Postal Service should have complied with the regulatory requirements for a “closure” 

rather than a “relocation.”  

B. The USPS Did Not Comply With Procedures Required For Post Office 
Closures 

The USPS failed to comply with the requirements for a closure of a post office 

outlined in 39 C.F.R. § 241.3.  The USPS admits this and alleges that it has complied 

only with the requirements for a relocation, because it considers the proposed closure of 

the VMPO a relocation rather than a closure.  Thus, if the Commission determines that 

the proposed action is, in fact, a closure, there is no dispute that the Postal Service did 

not comply with the mandatory statutory and regulatory procedures for a closure, 

including, among other things:  

• Providing “adequate notice of its intention to close or consolidate such post 
office at least 60 days prior to the proposed date of such closing or 
consolidation to persons served by such post office to ensure that such 
persons will have an opportunity to present their views,” 39 U.S.C. 
§ 404(b)(1); 

• Providing notification and questionnaires, by mail, to customers of the postal 
facility under consideration for closure (1) who use post office boxes at that 
facility, (2) who are located in the same ZIP code as that facility, and 
(3) whom the facility serves for allied delivery services such as mail pick-up;  
39 C.F.R. § 241.3(a)(5)(iii); 
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• Considering “the effect of such closing or consolidation on the community 
served by such post office,” 39 U.S.C. § 404(b)(2)(i); 

• Considering “the economic savings to the Postal Service resulting from such 
closing or consolidation,” id. § 404(b)(2)(iv); 

• Preparing a document entitled, “Proposal to Close the Venice Main Post 
Office,” which must “describe, analyze, and justify in sufficient detail to Postal 
Service management and affected customers the proposed closure,” and 
(1) “contrast the services available before and after the proposed change,” 
(2) “describe how the changes respond to the postal needs of the affected 
customers,” (3) “highlight particular aspects of customer service that might be 
less advantageous as well as more advantageous,” (4) discuss the “effect on 
the community,” and (5) analyze “the economic savings to the Postal Service 
from the proposed action,” 39 C.F.R. § 241.3(c)(4); 

• After public comments are received, providing, in writing, the final 
determination to close a post office that includes “the findings of the Postal 
Service with respect to the considerations required to be made [above],” 39 
U.S.C. § 404(b)(3), id. § 241.3(a)(2)(ii); 

• Posting, in the affected facility, a notice of final determination to close the 
facility, id. § 241.3(4)(vii)(C); and 

• Refraining from further action to close a post office until 60 days after the 
written determination has been made available to persons served by such 
post office, 39 U.S.C. § 404(b)(4).  

The USPS has complied with none of these requirements.  This failure to notify 

Venice community members of the true nature of this action—a closure of the VMPO 

with an indeterminate suspension of retail services and/or a substantial downgrade in 

the level of services available to the community—nullifies any notices, public meetings, 

or proposals already undertaken that characterize this move as simply a relocation.  

Moreover, the Venice Stakeholders submit, and the USPS has not alleged otherwise, 

that the USPS did not undertake efforts to mail notices and questionnaires to affected 

customers, see 39 C.F.R. § 241.3(a)(5)(iii), or publish a “Proposal to Close the Venice 

Main Post Office” describing the changes in service and effects on the community, see 
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39 C.F.R. § 241.3(c)(4); Ex. B, Ryavec Aff. ¶ 6; Ex. C, Williamson Aff. ¶ 6; Ex. D, Long 

Aff. ¶ 6; Ex. E, Kaplan Aff. ¶ 5.  

 Therefore, if the Commission concludes that the proposed closure of the VMPO 

is a closure for purposes of 39 U.S.C. § 404 and 39 C.F.R. § 241.3, this matter should 

be remanded to the Postal Service for reconsideration.  

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that the USPS’s decision to close the VMPO 

will leave the 40,000 residents of the Venice community with no post office retail 

services for an indefinite period of time, or even permanently.  Wherefore, Petitioners 

request that the Commission set aside the closure decision and remand the matter to 

the USPS for further consideration, at minimum requiring that the USPS go through the 

city planning and building and safety reviews as required by 39 C.F.R. § 241.4 before 

selling the VMPO; and provide such other and further relief as the Commission deems 

just and proper. 

 
 
 
DATED: December 9, 2011 
 
 
   /s/ Julie Kimball               
JULIE KIMBALL 
Attorney for Petitioners 
VENICE STAKEHOLDERS ASSOCIATION 
and MARK RYAVEC 
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APPELLATE AND COMMERCIAL LITIGATION
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

Item
No.          Description                                                                                Date Entered into Record
1.     Facility Optimization 
2.             Facility Optimization (signed) 
3.             Memorandum Re Capital Investment Committee (CIC) Project Approval  
4.    Facilities Optimization Plan Briefing Sheet 
5.             Correspondence to Mayor Villaraigosa 
6.             Correspondence to State Historian Re Disposal of Excess Property 
7.             Venice Post Office Public Meeting Power Point 
8.             Venice Neighborhood Counsel Board Meeting and Agenda 
9.             Correspondence from Venice Stakeholders Association 
10.           Correspondence from Venice Neighborhood Counsel 
11.           Correspondence from John A. Henning, Esq. Re Relocation of Retail Services to                                            
Venice Carrier Annex, 313 Grand Blvd., Los Angeles, California 
12.           Interoffice Memo 
13.           Correspondence Re Venice Neighborhood Council Meeting Notes    
14.           Correspondence to Tom Samra Re Request approval to relocate retail service from the 
Venice Main Post Office to the Venice Carrier Annex 
15.            Press Release 
16.            Correspondence to Mayor Villaraigosa 
17.            Email Correspondence between Gary W. Bigelow, Ron Helmedag, Diana Alvarado, 
and Tiny Moyer  
18.     E-mail Correspondence, Various Authors, Appealing Relocation 
19.            Correspondence from John A. Henning, Esq. Re Relocation of Retail Services to 
Venice Carrier Annex, 313 Grand Blvd., Los Angeles, California 
20.            E-mail Correspondence between Carrie M. Branson, Diana Alvarado with a “cc” to 
Ujwala Tamaskar  
21.            E-mail Correspondence between Gary W. Bigelow and Carrie M. Branson with a “cc” 
to Ruth Gottlieb 
22             CZMA 
23.            Final Decision 
24.            Correspondence from John A. Henning, Esq. Re Final Decision Regarding Relocation 
of Retain Services in Venice, California Closure of Historic Venice, California Main Post Office 
25.            Petition for Review of Decision to Close Venice Main Post Office and Application for 
Suspension of Closure Decision Pending Outcome of the Appeal     

Postal Regulatory Commission
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Filing ID: 78302
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BEFORE THE 
POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20268-0001 

______________________________________________________________________ 

In the matter of: 

 Venice Main Post Office 
 Venice, California 90291 
 (Mark Ryavec and Venice 
 Stakeholders Association, 
 Petitioners) 

 

 
Docket No. A2012-17 

 

 
AFFIDAVIT OF MARK RYAVEC 

 
Comes Mark Ryavec, the undersigned, and states and affirms under oath as 

follows:  

1. I am a current resident of Venice, and have lived in the community for 22 

years.  Unless otherwise stated, the following facts are within my personal knowledge 

and, if called and sworn as a witness, I could and would testify competently thereto. 

2. Venice is a community of approximately 40,000 people and is serviced by 

a single U.S. Postal Service retail facility, the Venice Main Post Office (“VMPO”) located 

at 1601 Main Street, Venice, CA 90291.  

3. As a Postal Service customer, I generally visit the VMPO five times per 

month to transact business.  These visits include the purchase of stamps, mailing of 

large envelops and packages addressed to both personal and business recipients, both 

international and domestic, mail registration and delivery receipt confirmation.  

Homeland security rules now require that any packages over one pound be presented 

in person to a USPS employee, even if no postage or other postal service(s) is required.  

The VMPO is typically busy when I visit, with wait times of 15-25 minutes or more on 

average.  Postal Service employees usually serve customers at two of the five available 



 

 2 

windows.  During peak holiday season, wait times sometimes exceed 30 minutes, even 

with three or four available windows open.  

4. The VMPO provides sixteen standard parking spaces in the side lot and 

two short-term street parking spaces in the front.  The parking lot is usually at or near 

capacity when I visit the VMPO.  Many times nearby public parking is also unavailable 

due to the constant parking demands of beach visitors.  When parking is not available, I 

skip my visit and return at another time.  Because Venice is a major tourist attraction in 

Southern California, parking can be especially bad at the VMPO during peak summer 

months and on other warm weekends and holidays throughout the year.  

5. As a resident of Venice, the VMPO is important to me.  The VMPO is a 

significant historic structure, the only remaining building from the federal Works Project 

Administration in Venice.  Its “Story of Venice” mural, by noted artist Edward Biberman, 

is a composite portrait of founder Abbot Kinney’s “Venice of America” development, 

which at the time was called “The Coney Island of the Pacific.”  The VMPO also serves 

as the social heart of the Venice community, gathering together its many residents as 

they visit to use postal services. 

6. Although I live in the community served by the VMPO, I did not receive 

personal notice or a questionnaire from the Postal Service indicating that the VMPO 

may be closed or that the facility was undergoing an initial feasibility study.  I also did 

not see a posting regarding an initial proposal for closing or notice of comment period in 

the VMPO on any of my visits.  Additionally, the Postal Service did not provide 

customers with a study or analysis addressing the impact of the proposed closure on 

the Venice community and neighborhoods immediately surrounding the Annex.  

7. The Venice community already suffers from unacceptably long waits for 

postal services and, on occasion, inadequate parking.  If the VMPO were closed, or the 

services available at the VMPO were substantially reduced, residents’ access to postal 

services would also be greatly reduced and customer service would be adversely 
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affected.  The closest alternative Post Office for the Venice community is located at 

2720 Neilson Way, Santa Monica, CA 90405.  This outlet features a single service 

counter with average wait times of 10-20 minutes or more, and provides no free, on-site 

parking spaces.   Santa Monica is much larger than Venice, with a population of roughly 

90,000 people, and also attracts a large number of tourists.  The Neilson Way post 

office could not accommodate the needs of the Venice community in the event the 

VMPO is closed or the services available in Venice are dramatically reduced)  

8. In a meeting on September 1, 2011, with Congresswoman Janice Hahn, 

we were told by Diana Alvarado, Manager of Real Estate for the USPS’ Pacific Facilities 

Service Office, that USPS planned to only provide two windows at a new facility to be 

located at the Venice Postal Annex.  However, the wait times already evident at the 

VMPO when only two windows are in operation approach 20-30 minutes and thus are 

not acceptable.  Providing only two windows would mean the USPS would not be able 

to respond to greater demand in the summer, from tourists, and the holiday season.  

Further, there already are instances when the parking provided at the VMPO is 

inadequate to the demand.  This would be exacerbated at the Venice Postal Annex, 

which would be unable to absorb current site parking demand (carrier trucks and 

employees) and the new demand displaced from the VMPO, especially during the 

summer, on warm weekends, and on holidays. 

9. The Postal Service also has the option of selling the Venice Postal Annex 

and operating all Venice-related delivery and retail services out of the VMPO instead of 

consolidating services at the Annex.  Based on conversations with USPS officials and 

their presentations in public, I understand the Annex is worth substantially more than 

the VMPO, perhaps in excess of $14 million.  The Venice Stakeholders would prefer to 

see the USPS relocate delivery services for other communities now conducted from the 

Annex and preserve the VMPO by consolidating all Venice retail and delivery services 

in the VMPO facility.  
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Aerial View of the Historic Venice Main Post Office (“VMPO”) 

 and Venice Carrier Annex (“Annex”) in Venice, CA 
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VMPO 


